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Q. Please state your name and business address. 1 

A. My name is Cindy Jackson, and my business address is 527 East Capitol 2 

Avenue, Springfield, Illinois 62701. 3 

Q. What is your occupation? 4 

A. I am employed in the Consumer Services Division (“CSD”) of the Illinois 5 

Commerce Commission ("Commission").   6 

Q. What are your present responsibilities in the Consumer Services 7 

Division? 8 

A. I am the telecommunications witness for the Consumer Services Division, 9 

representing the interests of Illinois consumers.  I have testified on behalf of 10 

consumer interests in the SBC/Ameritech merger, Bell/Atlantic merger, Global 11 

Crossings/Frontier merger, Gallatin River purchase of Centel, and several other 12 

docket where independent telephone companies were purchased. I have 13 

participated in over 300 competitive local certification dockets, which includes 14 

reviewing applications and testimony from companies requesting certification to 15 

provide local exchange telephone service in Illinois.  Specifically, I participate in the 16 

hearing process to ensure the applicant's compliance with Illinois statutes and 17 

Commission rules and regulations.  I participated in over 60 dockets that 18 

established Eligible Telecommunications Carriers status for local exchange 19 

companies.  20 

 21 

 I was also appointed Staff Liaison by the Executive Director under Section 22 
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755.400 of 83 Illinois Administrative Code Part 755 on August 1, 1993, to the Illinois 23 

Telecommunications Access Program ("ITAP").  In that capacity, I oversee activities 24 

of the ITAP to ensure that they meet all requirements for the Text Telephone ("TT") 25 

distribution and Telecommunications Relay Service ("TRS") programs as required 26 

in Section 13-703 of the Public Utilities Act ("PUA").  In addition, I was appointed 27 

Staff Liaison by the Executive Director under Section 757.300 of 83 Illinois 28 

Administrative Code Part 757 on February 13, 1996 to the Universal Telephone 29 

Assistance Program ("UTAP").  As Staff Liaison, I oversee the activities of the 30 

UTAP to ensure that they meet all requirements of the Lifeline Program, Link Up 31 

Program and the Universal Telephone Service Assistance Program ("UTSAP") as 32 

required in Section 13-301 and 13-301.1 of the PUA. 33 

Q. Please describe your occupational experience. 34 

A. I began my employment with the Commission in September 1974, and I have 35 

worked in various Divisions within the Commission, including the Consumer 36 

Services Division (“CSD”).  Prior to my position as Staff Liaison, I was the 9-1-1 37 

Program Assistant.  Some of my duties included:  reviewing 9-1-1 applications to 38 

ensure that the Commission's rules and the statute were adhered to, making 39 

presentations, and reviewing filings.  40 

Q. Have you testified before the Commission in other dockets?   41 

A. Yes. I have provided testimony in I.C.C. Docket 99-0442 and 99-0443 (ITAC 42 

relay proposal and contract); Docket No. 98-0555 (SBC/Ameritech merger); Docket 43 

No. 98-0866 (GTE/Bell Atlantic merger); Docket No. 99-0237 (Global 44 



  Docket Nos. 98-0252/98-0335 (Consol.) 
  I.C.C. Staff Ex. No. 9.0  
   
 

 5

Crossing/Frontier merger) I.C.C. Docket 98-0321 (Gallatin River purchase of 45 

Centel); Docket No. 96-0503  (GTE wholesale); Docket No. 99-0544 (ATS 46 

Services, Inc., CLEC certification); Docket No. 00-0043 (CUB vs. Ameritech 47 

marketing practices); and several other telecommunications related cases. 48 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 49 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to analyze Ameritech’s retail service quality 50 

pursuant to Section 13-506.1(b)(6) of the PUA, and respond to testimony filed by 51 

Theresa Larkin (Ameritech Ex. 3.0) and David Gebhardt (Ameritech Ex. 1.1).  I will 52 

briefly discuss the service quality standards in 83 Il. Admin. Code Part 730 (“Part 53 

730”) and Ameritech service quality standards the Commission imposed upon 54 

Ameritech in the alternative regulation approved in Docket No. 92-0448/93-0239.  I 55 

will also give testimony regarding the number and general tenor of service quality 56 

complaints received by the Commission from Ameritech customers regarding 57 

Ameritech service quality.  I will also propose new service quality standards to be 58 

implemented going forward.  I will also respond to Witness Gebhardt’s testimony 59 

regarding Universal Service.  Finally, I will offer the Commission alternative 60 

remedies to address service quality in the transitional regulatory plan.    61 

Q. What portion of Section 13.506.1(b)(6) will your testimony address? 62 

A. My testimony addresses Section 13.506.1(b) (1) and (6), which provides 63 

that: 64 

…The Commission may approve the plan or modified 65 
plan and authorize its implementation only if it finds, 66 
after notice and hearing, that the plan or modified plan 67 
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at a minimum: 68 
 69 
(1)  is in the public interest; [and] 70 
 71 
… 72 
 73 
(6) will maintain the quality and availability of 74 
telecommunications services[.] 75 

 76 

Q. What are the service quality requirements found in 83 Illinois 77 

Administrative Code Part 730, Subpart E and pursuant to the Alternative 78 

Regulation Plan in Docket Nos. 92-0448 and 93-0239?    79 

A. The standards and benchmarks are as follows: 80 

    Alternative 81 
        Part 730   Regulation 82 

Standard    Benchmark  Benchmark 83 
 84 
Percent of Installations within 5 days              90       95.44 85 
Percent Out of Service Over 24 Hours              95       95 86 
Trouble Reports Per 100 Access Lines                   6         2.66 87 
Percent Dial Tone Within 3 Seconds              95       96.8 88 
Operator Speed of Answer  -  89 
   Toll and Assistance (Seconds)                         10         3.6 90 
Operator Speed of Answer - 91 
    Information (Seconds)                                      10                            5.9 92 
Operator Speed of Answer – 93 
    Intercept            N/A        6.2 94 
Trunk Groups Below Objective (per year)       98%                         4.5 95 
        96 
N/A - Not Applicable 97 
 98 
Q. Has the Commission recently revised the service quality standards in 99 

Part 730? 100 

A. Yes.  On August 29, 2000, the Commission entered an Order in Docket No. 101 

98-0453, revising Part 730, effective September 1, 2000.  The Order amended 102 
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some of the service quality standards.   Under the revised rule, companies must 103 

report to the Telecommunications Division when they fail to meet the service quality 104 

standards.  This rule also revises from seven to ten seconds, the average speed of 105 

answer for toll, assistance, and information.  The rule establishes two new 106 

answering time categories, requiring the average speed of answering calls placed 107 

to the business and repair offices to not exceed 60 seconds to render assistance or 108 

accept information to process calls.  Finally, the rule requires companies to maintain 109 

records of telephone answer time performance and abandon rate at business 110 

offices and repair offices and report this information annually to the Commission. 111 

I. Service Quality Complaints    112 

Q. Has the Commission Staff instituted a process for resolving 113 

consumer complaints regarding utility and telecommunications service? 114 

A.  Yes. 115 

Q.  Please briefly explain this process. 116 

A. The Illinois Commerce Commission Consumer Services Division 117 

investigates complaints lodged by consumers against public utility companies and 118 

telecommunications companies in Illinois.  When CSD receives a consumer 119 

complaint, a CSD consumer counselor contacts the company to investigate the 120 

complaint and obtains a response from the company.  If possible, the counselor will 121 

conduct a three way conversation with the consumer and the company for a quick 122 

resolution of the complaint.   123 
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CSD maintains records of complaints filed by consumers.  Specifically CSD 124 

records such complaints in an Automated Complaint Tracking System (“ACTS”).  125 

When a complaint has been investigated, a consumer counselor contacts the 126 

consumer and discusses the results.  If no further action is required, the counselor 127 

closes the complaint, categorizing it under one of a number of closing codes, which 128 

are intended to aid CSD in retrieving complaint information by type of complaint.  129 

Closing codes include Billing, Credit and Deposits, Rates, Service, Termination 130 

and a number of others, and are further broken down into sub-codes, such as  131 

tampering, usage/consumption, payment arrangements, and timeliness of 132 

performed service.  133 

Q. Which closing codes do CSD consumer counselors use to close 134 

complaints in which consumers allege that their service has been out of 135 

service over 24 hours (“OOS>24”), or installation of service has taken an 136 

excessive time? 137 

A. There are three different categories used to classify OOS>24 and installation 138 

complaints, which are:  1) Timeliness of Performed Service, Scheduling or Repair; 139 

2) Timeliness of Performed Service, No Show; and 3) Timeliness of Performed 140 

Service, Installation of New Service/Transfer (No Construction). 141 

Q. Please provide a brief explanation of each of the categories used to 142 

classify OOS>24 and installation complaints. 143 

A. If a consumer contacts CSD to complain about the length of time a company 144 

has taken to repair service, that complaint is coded under 1) Timeliness of 145 
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Performed Service, Scheduling or Repair.  If a consumer contacts CSD regarding a 146 

missed appointment, that complaint is coded under 2) Timeliness of Performed 147 

Service, No Show.  Finally, if a consumer complains regarding delayed installation 148 

of service on a new installation order or transfer order, not involving construction, 149 

that complaint is coded as 3) Timeliness of Performed Service, Installation of New 150 

Service/Transfer (No Construction). 151 

Q. How does CSD classify a complaint if the consumer complains about  152 

more than one issue? 153 

A. The consumer counselor analyzes the complaint and records it under the 154 

most significant problem or issue.  Any other complaint or issue is considered 155 

secondary and recorded under the primary complaint, and does not receive a 156 

closing code.   157 

Q. Do CSD complaint records reflect an increase in the service quality 158 

complaints filed by consumers against Ameritech over the past five years? 159 

A. Yes.  The number of service quality complaints has fluctuated from year to 160 

year.  CSD records, however, show that CSD received relatively few service quality 161 

complaints during 1995 and 1996.  Since 1997, the number of complaints regarding 162 

service quality received by CSD has steadily increased, with even more significant 163 

increases during the period from 1998 to 2000.  This indicates that there has been 164 

a significant decline in service quality.  The following is a breakdown of service 165 

quality complaints by years: 166 

    167 
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             168 
        Installation         Scheduling 169 

   of New     No              or 170 
Year   Service   Show           Repair 171 
 172 
2000*    992      177             649  173 
1999    215       25             141 174 
1998    111       19             104  175 
1997      39       12               35 176 
1996      12         5     10 177 
1995      20         1     14 178 
 179 
*Includes complaints received from 01/01/2000 to 11/01/2000.  These numbers do 180 
not include the 850 open service complaints that have not been closed and 181 
categorized. 182 
  183 

Q. Please provide a detailed breakdown of the service quality 184 

complaints from 1999 and 2000. 185 

A. The monthly breakdown of service quality complaints from 1999 and 2000 186 

are is follows: 187 

Installation         Scheduling 188 
   of New     No              or 189 
1999   Service   Show           Repair 190 
 191 
January     10        0     7 192 
February       9        2         5 193 
March        8        1     4 194 
April      16        3     9 195 
May      14        3                                    10 196 
June      19        4     4 197 
July      18        3     6 198 
August     28        3             18 199 
September      23        1             14 200 
October     21        1             15 201 
November     22        2             10 202 
December      27        2    21  203 

204 
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 204 
Installation         Scheduling 205 

   of New     No              or 206 
2000   Service   Show           Repair 207 
 208 
January     24        3     12 209 
February     32        2         15 210 
March      36        4     24 211 
April      50        6     25 212 
May      63      12                                      42 213 
June    144      16     55 214 
July    185      21     49 215 
August**   235                36             124 216 
September**   149                46              195 217 
October**                    74                                      31                                    108 218 
 219 
*Includes complaints received from 01/01/2000 to 11/01/2000.  These numbers do 220 
not include the 850 open service complaints that have not been closed and 221 
categorized. 222 
 223 

Q. Has CSD received an increase in complaints from consumers 224 

concerning poor quality of service by Ameritech service technicians and 225 

customer service representatives? 226 

A. Yes.  The service quality complaint categories listed above may include 227 

secondary complaints about the performance or aptitude of Ameritech employees.  228 

Specific complaints received for poor performance by service technicians and 229 

customer service representatives have also increased.  CSD received 4 230 

performance complaints regarding service technicians in 1995, while 19 such 231 

complaints have been filed through September, 2000.  Similarly, performance 232 

complaints for customer service rose from 32 in 1995 to 162, in January through 233 

September, 2000.  Although the Staff recognizes the number of complaints received 234 
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are relatively modest, the fact that the number of complaints has, in some cases 235 

quadrupled, is the source of Staff’s concern.     236 

 237 
Q. Did Ameritech provide Staff with information regarding the total 238 

number of consumer complaints received by the Company? 239 

A. Yes.  Ameritech’s total complaint numbers fluctuated during 1997, 1998, and 240 

1999, with annual totals of 11,791; 9,675; and 11,708, respectively.  Staff Data 241 

Request CJ1.54, Attachment 1.  During this three year period, the number of  242 

complaints has fluctuated between a monthly low of 41 complaints in September, 243 

1998, and a monthly high of 1,354 complaints in June, 1999.  However, the year 244 

2000 complaints through August already total 9,984 with four months remaining.  245 

Likewise, the months of May, June, July, and August have shown a significant 246 

increase with complaints reaching 1,250;  1,618; 1,580; and 1,769, respectively.  247 

(Id.)  Staff notes that complaint information was not available for 1995 and 1996.  248 

Q. Has Ameritech provided Staff with any information regarding 249 

complaints received by the Company through its Executive Appeals Office? 250 

A. Yes.  Ameritech has provided a monthly analysis of the Consumer Executive 251 

Appeals Complaints1 received by the company.  Chairman Mathias’ Data Request, 252 

September 28, 2000, Tab 3, Attachment 2.   The company did not provide a 253 

definition for the complaint categories, so Staff has interpreted the categories of 254 

“Customer Provisioning Complaints”  as installation and “Maintenance Complaints” 255 

                                                                 
1  The Consumer Executive Appeals Office handles complaints directly from consumers , the Commission 
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as OOS>24.   Ameritech experienced a 5% increase in Customer Provisioning 256 

Complaints from January, 1997 through December, 1998 and an 92% increase 257 

from January, 1999 to August, 2000.  Likewise, Ameritech experienced a 7% 258 

decrease in Maintenance Complaints from January, 1997 to December, 1998 and 259 

an 28% increase from January, 1999 to August, 2000.  (Id.)   260 

 During the first eight months of 2000, Ameritech’s repair and installation 261 

complaints increased 71% and 190%, respectively.  (Id.)  Construction and 262 

engineering complaints also increased 119%, with 62% of the network complaints 263 

received in July, July, and August, 2000.  (Id.)  Additionally, complaint records 264 

provided by Ameritech for missed installation appointments shows an increase in 265 

consumer complaints from 166 complaints in 1997 to 1,049 through August, 2000.   266 

Staff Data Request CJ1.16, Attachment 3.   267 

Q. Has Staff reviewed the results of any customer satisfaction surveys 268 

conducted by Ameritech? 269 

A. Ameritech provided the results from an SBC initiated customer satisfaction 270 

survey conducted in February, 2000.  In the categories set forth below, customers 271 

gave Ameritech a score of 79 or below, which indicates a certain level of customer 272 

dissatisfaction, even before Ameritech’s service quality drastically declined this 273 

summer.  Since the survey appears to address customer satisfaction with what are 274 

essentially monopoly services, this level of satisfaction appears to be rather low.  275 

                                                                                                                                                                                                 
Staff or an SBC/Ameritech senior manager and is located in Indianapolis. 
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                                  Small Business and Consumer Activation 276 

 277 
       Small 278 
       Business Consumer 279 
Overall considering your recent experience  280 
With Ameritech…          79.6       75.1 281 
 282 
…Rate the ease of getting your call through to a 283 
Ameritech representative         72.3        74.3 284 
 285 
…From the first request…rate timeliness of  286 
completing the order          79.0        78.2 287 
 288 
Were you notified when the job was completed?     64.5                78.6 289 
 290 
Small Business and Consumer Assurance 291 
 292 
       Small 293 
       Business Consumer 294 
Overall considering your recent experience  295 
With Ameritech…          75.0       69.4 296 
 297 
…Rate the ease of getting your call through to a 298 
Ameritech representative         65.7       65.6 299 
 300 
…From the first request…rate timeliness of  301 
completing the order         72.5       68.0 302 
 303 
Were you notified when the job was completed?     74.8                71.0 304 
 305 
Did Ameritech complete the work correctly the 306 
first time            79.3       71.2 307 
  308 
Chairman Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 4, Attachment 4.   309 
   310 
   311 
II.  Service Quality – Consumer Perspective 312 

Q. Please summarize Ameritech’s assessment of the Company’s service 313 

quality during the first five years of the plan? 314 
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A. Ameritech witness David Gebhardt stated that the Company’s service quality 315 

had been excellent during the five years of the plan.  Ameritech Illinois Ex. 1.1 at  90.  316 

Mr. Gebhardt further stated that the Company’s performance on all measures 317 

except OOS<24 hours exceeded the benchmark standards, and that Ameritech’s 318 

difficulties were not attributable to the alternative regulation plan and that nothing in 319 

the plan reduced, restricted or diminished the availability of Ameritech’s services.  320 

(Id.)  Additionally, Mr. Gebhardt stated that there have been no disruptions of 321 

telecommunications service to consumers.  Ameritech Illinois, Ex. 1.1 at 98.   322 

Q. Does Staff concur in Ameritech’s assessment of its service quality, 323 

during the life of the alternative regulation plan? 324 

A. No.  Staff Witness McClerren describes Ameritech’s history of meeting, or 325 

failing to meet, service quality standards.  Staff Exhibit No. 8.0.  Mr. McClerren also 326 

testifies regarding the four service quality standards that Ameritech has failed  to 327 

meet during the first five years of the plan, and the total number of monthly 328 

infractions.  Finally, Mr. McClerren shows that Ameritech has used an inappropriate 329 

definition of the term “installation,” which calls into question whether or not the 330 

company actually met the installation benchmarks during the first five years of the 331 

plan. 332 

Q. Has Ameritech benefited from the current alternative regulation plan? 333 

A. Ameritech has benefited from the alternative regulation plans and among 334 

other benefits, the company has had the freedom of pricing flexibility and the ability 335 

to earn more and retain those earnings.  The freedom of the alternative regulation 336 
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plan comes with the responsibility of maintaining the quality and availability of 337 

telecommunications services, which Ameritech has not accomplished. 338 

Q.  Have Ameritech customers benefited from the plan? 339 

A. Not with respect to service quality.  Consumers have suffered long delays in 340 

obtaining repair service and installation of service from Ameritech.  Complaints 341 

received in CSD revealed that consumers, in some cases, have: 342 

.  been compelled to wait 4 to 6 weeks or longer to have service installed or 343 

repaired; 344 

. taken days off of work to be at home for an appointment to have service 345 

installed and/or repaired, only to not have a service technician appear at the 346 

appointed time, or at all; and  347 

. made repeated calls to the company to inquire about the status of their work, 348 

to find that there was no record of the initial and/or previous calls.   349 

Consumers who have a cellular telephone have had to depend on that 350 

telephone to make and receive calls at their expense.  Consumers who do not have 351 

a cellular telephone have been unable to contact family, friends, employers, schools, 352 

doctors, and emergency services.  Small business owners and consumers who 353 

work from home have been significantly inconvenienced and suffered a loss of 354 

revenue.   355 

Q. Can consumers obtain better service by selecting a competitive local 356 

exchange company as their local service provider? 357 
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A. In the Chicago area, residential consumers have some options if they wish to 358 

obtain service from competitive local exchange company.  However, since many 359 

local exchange carriers are resellers which purchase their service from Ameritech, 360 

switching to a competitive local exchange company does not always improve a 361 

consumer’s service quality.  Downstate consumers have virtually no options to 362 

switch to a competitive local exchange company. 363 

Q. Has Ameritech announced that it will take any steps to compensate  364 

Illinois consumers who have been affected by its poor service quality? 365 

A. Yes.  On September 18, 2000, Ameritech issued a press release 366 

announcing that for the next six months, the Company will provide an automatic 367 

credit of $19 to residential customers who have waited more than seven days for 368 

installation or whose service has been out longer than 48 hours.  These credits are 369 

in addition to any prorated service credits available under Commission rules.   370 

 Ameritech will give such credits on multiple lines, all new service 371 

connections, or additional line orders.  Chairman Mathias Data Request, 372 

September 28, 2000, Tab 8, Attachment 5.  If a customer is not satisfied with the 373 

credit, service representatives are authorized to make additional adjustments of the 374 

installation fee, not to exceed 100% of the fee.  (Id.)   375 

 On October 25, 2000, in Docket No. 00-0694, Ameritech filed a petition for 376 

permission to implement the program discussed above, establishing the credit 377 

period from January 1, 2000 through March 18, 2001.   378 
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Q. Is Ameritech considering any other compensation for consumers 379 

affected by its poor service quality? 380 

A. Ameritech stated that “ it is currently developing a cellular loaner program to 381 

provide cellular service to those customers with special circumstances that are 382 

experiencing extremely long delays for repair and installation of service.”  Chairman 383 

Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 8, Attachment 5.  In Staff’s 384 

opinion, this action is warranted.  Staff, moreover, assumes that the Company will 385 

offer this program free of charge to consumers and that the Company will not define 386 

“special circumstances” or “experiencing long delays” so restrictively as to limit the 387 

value of the program to customers.       388 

Q. Does the Company’s offer of a service credit to customers affected by  389 

poor performance constitute adequate compensation to those consumers 390 

for the inconvenience that they have suffered? 391 

A. In my opinion, it does not.  Ameritech’s offer to consumers of a one time 392 

credit of $19, is quite inadequate, in my opinion, based on the poor service that 393 

consumers have in many cases experienced.  Consumers have not received the 394 

quality of service that they have been paying for and, in Staff’s opinion, the level of 395 

service being offered by Ameritech has not met the standards that the Commission 396 

has established.  A $19 one time credit for a consumer who has been without 397 

service for one or two months is not adequate compensation, especially since 398 

Ameritech is prepared to offer a 100% installation credit to customers who know to 399 

ask for it.  Chairman Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 8, 400 
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Attachment 5.  Further, the Company has made no provision for compensation of 401 

business customers.  Finally, the benchmarks applied by Ameritech for customers 402 

to receive credit are not in compliance with Part 730 or the alternative regulation 403 

benchmarks.    404 

Q. Has Ameritech announced that it will issue credits to consumers in 405 

any other Ameritech states as compensation for poor service quality? 406 

A. Yes.  Indiana consumers will automatically receive a credit of $12, if they 407 

were without service more than 48 hours after reporting the problem; or if they were 408 

compelled to wait more than 5 days to have service installed.  Wisconsin 409 

consumers who are currently without service or experience service problems over 410 

the next six months will received $13 credit.  Ohio consumers will receive $20 credit 411 

if their service is not restored in 72 hours, or Ameritech will provide them with a free 412 

cellular phone. 413 

 Recently the Wisconsin Public Service Commission (“WPSC”) ordered 414 

Ameritech to give a $10 credit to residential customers who were out of service 415 

from 24 hours to 48 hours; a $35 credit to residential customers who were out of 416 

service from 48 hours to 72; and $20 per day for each day thereafter.  The WPSC 417 

ordered Ameritech to provide a $20 credit to business customers who were out of 418 

service from 24 hours to 48 hours; A $120 credit to business customers who were 419 

out of service from 48 to 72 hours; and $20 per day for each day thereafter.  The 420 

WPSC further ordered Ameritech to give consumers whose installation or repair 421 

appointments had been missed a $25 credit.    422 
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Q. Please describe the prorated service credits required under 423 

Commission administrative rules.   424 

A. 83 Il. Admin. Code Part 735.70(e) provides: 425 

In the event that a customer’s basic (i.e., residence, 426 
business, private Branch Exchange (PBX)) service is 427 
interrupted and remains out of service for more than 12 428 
hours after being reported to or found to be out of 429 
service by a company, appropriate adjustments shall be 430 
made to the customer’s account upon request with a 431 
minimum of credit for 24 hours.  The adjustment shall be 432 
the pro rata part of the month’s charge for local 433 
exchange service for the period of days service was 434 
inoperative and shall be accomplished by a credit on a 435 
subsequent bill for telephone service.  A check shall be 436 
issued if the final bill shows no amount owed.  This 437 
provision shall not apply when the service interruption is 438 
caused by:  1)  the negligence or willful act of the 439 
customer, 2) customer provided facilities, or 3) electric 440 
power failure where the customer furnishes such power.   441 

 442 
Q. How many customers received the prorated credit described in Part 443 

735 from Ameritech during the first five years the plan was in effect? 444 

A. The Company asserts that it does not systematically track adjustments and 445 

that adjustments are made on a case by case basis and that the adjustments 446 

variously coded as monthly service, non-recurring charges, or in some other way.  447 

Staff Data Request CJ1.17, Attachment 6.     448 

Q. Is Ameritech prohibited from providing additional credits or consumer 449 

compensation beyond the Part 735 requirements to compensate 450 

consumers for inadequate service being provided? 451 
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A.  Although I am not an attorney, I am advised by counsel that it is not .  Part 452 

735 requirements are minimum requirements.  Ameritech is not prohibited from 453 

filing a tariff to provide consumers with additional compensation for providing poor 454 

service. 455 

Q. Have other Illinois utilities or telecommunications carriers 456 

implemented systems of  “good will” type of credits for service outages or 457 

service issues? 458 

A. Yes.  As an example, Commonwealth Edison instituted a program beginning 459 

June 1, 2000, pursuant to which residential customers will automatically receive a 460 

$60 payment and business customers will automatically receive a $100 payment 461 

should they experience a loss of power 8 hours or more or 3 separate outages, 462 

each lasting  4 or more hours, within a rolling 60 day period.  Customers will receive 463 

a payment for any outage caused by ComEd equipment failures, ComEd 464 

equipment overloads, acts of ComEd crews and contractors, or excessive heat.  465 

ComEd also voluntarily pledged that if customers’ new services were not turned on 466 

in 14 days, they will automatically receive a $25 check and incremental payments of 467 

$25 per day, with a maximum of $100.00. 468 

III.  Service Quality Standards and Benchmarks 469 

Q. Does Ameritech, in its testimony in this proceeding, propose any new 470 

benchmarks to measure the company’s service quality? 471 

A. Yes.  Ameritech Witness Larkin recommended that new service quality 472 

benchmarks relative to speed of answer for calls to the business and repair offices, 473 
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which were established in the recent revisions to Part 730, be added as 474 

components of the alternative regulation plan.  Ameritech Illinois Ex. 3.0 at 13. 475 

Q. Does Staff concur in Ameritech Witness Larkin’s recommendation to 476 

add the two new service quality standards? 477 

A. Yes, Staff agrees to the addition of the standards recommended by Ms. 478 

Larkin.  However, Ameritech does not, in its testimony, propose a benchmark for the 479 

standards.  480 

Q. Does Staff recommend the addition of any service quality standards 481 

and benchmarks to Ameritech’s current transitional regulation plan? 482 

A. Yes.   In order for the Commission to more closely monitor the quality of 483 

service Ameritech is providing, Staff considers it important to include in  the plan 484 

several additional service quality standards and benchmarks.  These standards will 485 

allow the Commission to ascertain the quality of the work being performed by 486 

service representatives and technicians, Call Center, and the  Operational Control 487 

Center.  Staff recommends the addition of the following  service quality standards to 488 

the plan: 489 

 . Missed Installation Appointments    490 

 . Missed Repair Appointments    491 

 . Repeat Trouble Rate (within thirty days) 492 

 . Repair Office Answer Time   493 

 . Business Office Answer Time   494 

 . Abandon Rate    495 
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Q. Has Ameritech established internal targets for the additional service 496 

quality measurements proposed by Staff? 497 

A. Yes.  Ameritech has established the following internal targets: 498 

 . Missed Installation Appointments    5%    499 

 . Missed Repair Appointments      5%  500 

 . Repeat Trouble Rate (within thirty days)            10% 501 

 . Repair Office Answer Time (seconds)  60 502 

 . Business Office Answer Time (seconds)         80%/20   503 

 . Abandon Rate                   Measured/NA  504 

Chairman Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 16, Attachment 7. 505 

Q. Please provide a brief general description of the new service quality 506 

standards proposed by Staff. 507 

A.  Missed Installation Appointments and Missed Repair Appointments include 508 

those situations where a service technician does not show up at the appointed date 509 

and place to install new or transfer service or repair service.  Repeat Trouble Rate 510 

measures the number of instances when a service technician had to return to the 511 

site of a previous repair or installation appointment within five days because of a 512 

recurrence of trouble.  The Abandon Rate measures calls into the company’s 513 

system that were terminated by the consumer before the call was answered. 514 

Q.  How does Part 730 define Business Office Answer Time and Repair 515 

Answer Time? 516 

A.  Part 730 states: 517 
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The average speed of answer for calls placed to the 518 
business offices and repair offices shall not exceed 60 519 
seconds where a representative or automated system 520 
is ready to render assistance and/or accept information 521 
to process calls.   522 
 523 

Q. In Staff’s opinion, are Ameritech’s internal targets for the proposed 524 

new standards and benchmarks adequate? 525 

A. Yes, provided that the repair office answering time is revised, an abandon 526 

rate is established, and missed installation appointments is clarified.  First, Staff 527 

recommends that the speed of answer for calls to the repair office should be 80% 528 

with 20 seconds, the same as Ameritech’s internal target to its business office 529 

answer time.  Staff knows of no reason, and Ameritech has provided none, why the 530 

business office should have a faster answer time than the repair office.  Consumers 531 

in other Ameritech states where a faster answering time has been established will 532 

be prioritized before Illinois calls, causing Illinois consumers to have to wait longer 533 

for their calls to be answered.   Second, the standard for missed installation 534 

appointments should not include vertical features, but should include additional 535 

lines.  Finally, since Ameritech did not provide an internal target for its abandon rate, 536 

Staff proposes that Ameritech’s abandon rate be set at 4%.  With these revisions, 537 

Staff believes that  Ameritech’s internal targets for Staff’s proposed new service 538 

quality standards are adequate to safeguard customers.  These standards and 539 

benchmarks should be implemented to ensure that service quality does not further 540 

deteriorate during the plan.  For a complete list of service quality measurements, 541 

please refer to my Attachment 8. 542 
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Q. What does Staff propose as the abandoned rate for calls into 543 

Ameritech’s business and repair offices? 544 

A. The establishment of an abandon rate was a controversial issue in Docket 545 

No. 98-0453, because the Company does not have control over or knowledge of 546 

why a person abandons a call.  The Commission ultimately concluded that 547 

establishing an abandon rate in the rule was not necessary; however, companies 548 

are required pursuant to the Part 730 to report their abandon rate to the 549 

Commission on an annual basis.  550 

Staff acknowledges that a consumer may abandon a call to the Company for 551 

any number of reasons.  Ameritech’s records, however, indicate that when the 552 

average speed of answer is lower the abandon rate is also lower.  Chairman 553 

Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 16, Attachment 7.  For example, 554 

when Ameritech’s answer rate was 114 seconds, the abandon rate was 12%, while 555 

Ameritech’s average speed of answer was 19 seconds, the abandon rate was 2%.  556 

(Id.)  This shows an apparent, direct correlation between time of answer and the 557 

abandon rate.  Based on the reporting requirement in the Rule and the significant 558 

increase in Ameritech service complaints, it is Staff’s opinion that the abandon rate 559 

is an important factor in the delivery of service and customer service. Ameritech’s 560 

average abandon rate for 1999 was 5.16%.   Ameritech has met or been below the 561 

5% abandon rate eight out of twelve months in 1999 and has been below 5% the 562 

first eight months of 2000.   Staff believes that to ensure that Ameritech’s service 563 
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quality does not diminish during the life of the transitional regulation plan, that the 564 

abandon rate be set at 4%.  565 

Q. Staff Witness McClerren has recommended the elimination of certain 566 

service quality standards and benchmarks.  Do you agree with his 567 

assessment? 568 

A. Yes. I agree with Staff Witness McClerren that the % Dial Tone Speed Within 3 569 

Seconds, Operator Speed of Answer - Intercept, and Trunk Groups Below Objective 570 

should be removed from the service quality standards and benchmarks.  571 

Q. Do you have any additional recommendations for the original service 572 

quality standards and benchmarks? 573 

A. Yes. The Company has consistently, and without apparent difficulty, met these 574 

standards during the past five years.  Staff believes that the Operator answer time is 575 

an important service quality indicator.  However, the existence of  two standards for 576 

operator services is unduly burdensome.  The Staff therefore, recommends that 577 

Operator Speed of Answer for Toll, Directory Assistance, and Information be 578 

consolidated into one standard and average the two benchmarks to arrive at the 579 

benchmark for the consolidated category.  580 

 581 
IV. Service Quality Compensation for Consumers 582 

 A. Installation of Service Within 5 Days 583 

Q. Has Ameritech consistently met the installation standard and 584 

benchmark set in Docket No. 92-0448/93-0329? 585 
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A. No.  Ameritech has had difficulty meeting the installation benchmark for 586 

several years.  Staff Witness McClerren has provided a historical examination of 587 

Ameritech’s compliance with the service quality standards and benchmarks.  Staff 588 

Exhibit 8.0.        589 

Q. Does Staff propose in this proceeding that the Commission order the 590 

Company to compensate consumers when the Company provides 591 

inadequate service? 592 

A. Yes.  In Staff’s opinion, when possible, consumers who directly experience 593 

poor service quality should receive direct compensation, rather than distributing 594 

small rate reductions over Ameritech’s entire customer base.  Staff proposes 595 

compensation for residential and business consumers who are left without service, 596 

or who are inconvenienced by the Company’s failure to meet service quality 597 

standards and benchmarks. 598 

Q. What compensation does Staff propose if the Company fails to  install 599 

service within 5 days? 600 

A. If the company misses installing telephone service within 5 days, the Staff 601 

proposes that the consumer should have a choice between two different options: 1) 602 

Credit on the bill for a free installation and a $25 credit for each day the company is 603 

late, e.g,. 6th day - $25, 7th day - $50, 8th day - $75, 9th day- $100, 10th day - $125, 604 

etc., or  2) A credit for a free installation, plus a company provided cellular telephone 605 

with free activation and local service, until installation is complete.    606 

Q. Why does Staff propose that consumers have the option to elect the 607 
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type of compensation they receive?   608 

A. A consumer should have an opportunity to choose the best compensation  609 

option to meet his or her lifestyle and needs.  A consumer who already possess a 610 

cellular telephone may choose the credit option to help recover any additional costs 611 

incurred for having to use cellular service.  A consumer who does not have a cellular 612 

telephone should be permitted to choose telephone access or a credit.  613 

Q. How does Staff propose that this compensation plan be 614 

implemented? 615 

A. The installation service quality compensation will apply to all residential, 616 

business, additional, and multiple lines, but not to vertical features.  If the consumer 617 

opts for the free installation daily credit, the credit amount cannot be prorated, e.g.,  618 

if the company completes the installation within 5 days and 2 hours, the consumer 619 

will receive a free installation and the full $25 credit.  620 

Q. How does Staff recommend that the five day installation period be 621 

measured?   622 

A. Ameritech has provided conflicting information regarding when the five day 623 

period for installation begins.  In one instance, Ameritech states that the period 624 

begins when the service representative places the order, and in another instance 625 

the Company states that the period begins the date upon which the customer orders 626 

service.  CUB 4.11b and CUB 4.36, Attachments 9 and 10.  In Staff’s opinion, the 627 

five day period should begin when the customer places the order, and the 628 

installation should not be deemed complete until the line is tested and verified as 629 
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working.   630 

Q. How will the customer know that these compensation options are 631 

available to them? 632 

A. The Company should be required to inform consumers when they initially 633 

contact the company to order new or transfer service.  The service representative 634 

will explain the compensation available to the consumer if the company does not 635 

complete the installation within 5 days.  Additionally, if for reasons known to the 636 

Company, the installation commitment cannot be met, the company will notify the 637 

consumer of the delay, explain the reason for the delay, arrange for a new 638 

appointment date and time, and immediately arrange for the delivery of the 639 

compensation option of the consumers’ choice.  640 

Q. How would the installation compensation apply to customers? 641 

A. The consumer compensation should apply on a month to month basis, and 642 

be posted to the consumer’s next month’s bill.  Consumer compensation should 643 

attach when the benchmark is not met.  For example, if the Company installs 94% of 644 

the telephones within 5 days, the consumer compensation would apply.  However, if 645 

98% of the telephones were installed within 5 days, the consumer compensation 646 

would not apply.       647 

 Q. Does Staff contemplate any exemptions to its installation 648 

compensation proposal? 649 

A. Yes.  If the consumer requests an installation date that is beyond the 5 day 650 

timeframe, the Company would be exempt from the standard.  However, if the 651 



  Docket Nos. 98-0252/98-0335 (Consol.) 
  I.C.C. Staff Ex. No. 9.0  
   
 

 30

company misses the prearranged extended date, then the consumer would be 652 

entitled to compensation, assuming that the Company failed to meet the 653 

benchmark.  Additional exemptions include Acts of God and the exemptions listed 654 

in Part 730.540(b).  If the Company should find it necessary to implement any 655 

additional exemptions, it should be required to work with Staff to identify and agree 656 

on the service quality exemptions/exclusions before implementation. 657 

Q. Does Staff have an estimate of how much the installation consumer 658 

compensation plan will cost, if the Company does not meet established 659 

benchmarks? 660 

A. Yes.  In fact, Staff has two estimates on how much the installation consumer 661 

compensation will cost, because Staff has received two different sets of numbers 662 

from Ameritech.  Staff has not been able to ascertain the number of customers who 663 

have been without service for each day over five days, therefore, Staff has 664 

developed estimated dollars starting with the 6th day out of service up to 10 665 

additional days out of service.  The first estimate is approximately $29.4 million to 666 

$94.6 million. This estimate was based on 1999 numbers that were provided to 667 

Staff by Ameritech executives in a service quality meeting. (Attachment 11.)  The 668 

second estimate is $8.4 million to $26.7 million.  This estimate was based on 1999 669 

numbers that were provided in response to a data request.  Staff Data Request 670 

CJ1.12, Attachment 12.     671 

 B. OOS > 24  672 
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Q. Please explain Staff ‘s proposal for consumer compensation if the 673 

Company fails to meet the its OOS>24 hours standard and benchmark. 674 

A. If the Company fails to repair a consumer’s service within 24 hours, the 675 

consumer should have the following options:  1) receive an automatic credit if he or 676 

she is out of service 25-48 hours, $25; 48-72 hours, $50; 72-96 hours, $75;  96-121 677 

hours, $100 with an additional $25 assessed for each 24 hours the customer is out 678 

of service; or 2) $25 credit plus a company provided cellular telephone with free 679 

activation and local service until the repair is complete.   Again, the Staff proposes 680 

an option because a consumer should have an opportunity to choose the best 681 

compensation option to meet his or her lifestyle and needs.  682 

Q. How does Staff propose that repair service quality compensation be 683 

implemented? 684 

A. Repair service quality compensation should apply to all residential, business, 685 

additional, and multiple lines, but not to vertical features.  A repair should not be 686 

considered complete until the line is tested and verified as working.  The 24 hour 687 

time period should start when the consumer contacts the company.  If the consumer 688 

opts for the daily credit, the credit amount cannot be prorated, e.g., if the company 689 

completes the repair within 25 hours, the consumer will receive a full $25 credit.  690 

Q. How will the customer know that these options are available to them? 691 

A. The company will be required to inform consumers when they initially contact 692 

the company to report the problem, that if the company does not complete the repair 693 

within 24 hours the service representative will explain the compensation available to 694 
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the consumer.  Additionally, if for reasons known to the Company, the repair 695 

commitment cannot be met, the company should notify the consumer of the delay, 696 

explain the reason for the delay, arrange for a new appointment date and time, and 697 

immediately arrange for the compensation of the consumers’ choice. 698 

Q. How would customers receive installation compensation? 699 

A. The consumer compensation should apply on a month to month basis, and 700 

posted to the consumer’s next month’s bill.  Consumer compensation should attach 701 

when the benchmark is not met.  For example, if the Company repaired 94% of out 702 

of service lines within 24 hours, the consumer compensation would apply, however, 703 

if 98% of lines were repaired within 24 hours, the consumer compensation would 704 

not apply. 705 

Q. In Staff’s opinion, are any exemptions to such an OSS>24 706 

compensation plan appropriate? 707 

A. Yes.  If the Company needs access to the consumer’s residence or business 708 

and the consumer cannot accommodate the Company within 24 hours, the 709 

Company would be exempt from the standard.  However, if the company misses the 710 

prearranged repair date, then the consumer compensation would apply.  Additional 711 

exemptions contemplated by Staff would include Acts of God and the exemptions 712 

listed in Part 730.535(a).  If the Company should find it necessary to implement any 713 

additional exemptions, they should be required to work with Staff to identify and 714 

agree on the service quality exemptions/exclusions before implementation.  715 
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Q. Does Staff have an estimate of how much the repair consumer 716 

compensation will cost, if the Company does not meet its commitment? 717 

A. Yes.  Again, Staff has not been able to ascertain the number of customers 718 

who have been without service for each day over 24 hours, therefore, Staff has 719 

developed estimated dollars starting with the 2nd day out of service up to an 720 

additional 10 days out of service.  Staff estimates approximately $1.1 million to 721 

$13.4 million per day up to an additional 10 days. This estimate used 1999 722 

numbers that were provided to Staff by Ameritech executives in a service quality 723 

meeting.  Attachment 13. 724 

Q. Do any other telecommunications companies provide a “good will” 725 

type of credit for service outages or service issues? 726 

A. Yes.  Verizon has tariffed a “Service Performance Guarantee,” which applies 727 

$100 credit or something of equal value for business customers and a $25 credit or 728 

something of equal value for residential customers.  This tariff  applies to the 729 

installation of services or repair of company-owned facilities used to provide service 730 

if the installation or repair is not completed as agreed.   731 

Other local exchange companies do not, in all cases, have formal written 732 

policies.  However, most companies have authorized customer service 733 

representatives to issue a $20 or $25 “good will” type of credit when the company 734 

has not performed properly.   735 

Q. If a consumer receives a credit in response to the company providing 736 

inferior service, how do you propose the credit be identified on the bill. 737 
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A. The company should be required to itemize credit(s) that result from poor 738 

service quality as, “Credit for Sub-Standard Service Quality.” 739 

Q. Do you have any additional recommendations as to the monitoring of 740 

Ameritech’s service quality? 741 

A. Yes.  The Company should be required to continue filing monthly service 742 

quality standard and benchmark reports with the Commission.  The reports should 743 

also address any and all exclusions invoked during the month.  Additionally, the 744 

Company should be required to provide an annual service quality report to all 745 

consumers.  Finally, customers should be notified of any rate that changes 746 

(increased or decreases), as a result of the transitional regulation plan.   747 

C. Missed Installation and Repair Appointments 748 

Q. Has Ameritech implemented consumer notification procedures  for  749 

installation and/or repair appointments? 750 

A. Ameritech stated that the company pre-calls customers to confirm or remind 751 

a customer of a repair appointment, only where specific access arrangements were 752 

made.  Staff Data Request CJ1.38, Attachment 14.  Ameritech states that the repair 753 

dispatch center monitors the field technician reports hourly and notifies customers if 754 

appointments are likely to be missed.   Staff Data Request CJ1.37, Attachment 15.  755 

Ameritech further states that the repair dispatch center notifies the customer and 756 

works with the customer to establish a new repair appointment, if the technician 757 

assigned to perform appointed maintenance, repair or installation cannot complete 758 

it prior to the end of the working day.  Staff Data Request CJ1.32, Attachment 16.  759 
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Ameritech further states that unless the customer requests otherwise, the remaining 760 

commitments will move to the following day’s workload.  (Id.)       761 

Q. In your opinion, has Ameritech made a diligent effort to keep 762 

consumers apprised of the status of their installation and repair 763 

appointments? 764 

A. No.  In response to the Chairman’s data request, Ameritech stated: 765 

While Ameritech has a policy to notify customers when 766 
installation or repair appointments are in jeopardy of 767 
being missed, the Company acknowledges that such 768 
notifications have not, in many instances, occurred.  The 769 
volume of work activity which has risen to historic levels 770 
the past few months has resulted in Company personnel 771 
focusing on getting as many work items completed 772 
each day as possible, sometimes to the detriment of 773 
the Company’s normal customer notification 774 
processes… While the current backlog of repair and 775 
installation work has left many of our customers feeling 776 
anxious and frustrated about the status of their service 777 
requests, the Company is confident that as this backlog 778 
is brought under control, the customer notification of 779 
potential missed commitments will likewise improve.     780 
 781 

Chairman Mathias Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 2, Attachment 17.  782 

Q. Has Ameritech provided adequate notification to its customers 783 

regarding scheduling for installation and repair commitments? 784 

A. Ameritech has provided the Commission with contradictory information.  785 

Further, information given by Ameritech is inconsistent with information received 786 

from complaining consumers.  In addition to complaints about the long installation 787 

and repair periods, consumers have complained about:  1) service technicians not 788 

keeping appointments, 2) no contact from the company regarding appointments 789 
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being in jeopardy, and 3) no contact from the company to reschedule missed 790 

appointments.  This appears to contradict Ameritech statements in this regard.  791 

Additionally, in a service quality meeting with Ameritech Executives, Staff was 792 

informed that missed customer appointments were not picked up the following day 793 

and that customers would be rescheduled.   794 

Staff is prepared for the time being to accept that the commitment that the 795 

Company is placing on customer notification might help improve service quality.   796 

However, this does not alter the fact that the Company has, by its own admission, 797 

chosen to ignore its own company policies, and to a significant degree, common 798 

everyday courtesies and good business practices, in failing to notify customers 799 

regarding its inability to keep appointments.  Consumers have taken one or more 800 

days off of work to have their telephones installed or repaired, and yet Ameritech 801 

representatives have neither kept appointments, nor contacted customers to say 802 

that they would be unable to keep appointments, or to reschedule appointments.  803 

Consumers have had to re-contact the company to reschedule another appointment, 804 

sometimes finding out that there was never a record of the original or any 805 

subsequent calls.  One consumer reported to CSD that when she contacted 806 

Ameritech regarding a missed repair appointment, the customer service 807 

representative told her that she was one of over 200 consumers whose service 808 

commitments were not met for that specific day.  Consumers have suffered 809 

considerable harm and inconvenience as a result of these practices. 810 
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Q. Has Ameritech provided Staff with any information regarding any 811 

standards it has for the issuance of service credits for missed 812 

appointments?  813 

A. Ameritech defined two Company customer compensation standards for 814 

missed appointments, extended due dates, and facility delays.  Chairman Mathias 815 

Data Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 8, Attachment 5.  The first standard 816 

required the Company to attempt to contact the customers prior to the due date.  817 

(Id.)  The Company remedy for this standard was based on customer request and 818 

the service representative can adjust of between 0-50% of the installation fee.  (Id.)  819 

The second standard required the Company to attempt to contact a customer and 820 

categorize the attempt as successful, unsuccessful or no attempt made on or after 821 

the due date.  (Id.)  The Company remedy for failure to meet this standard is also 822 

based on customer request and the service representatives can issue an 823 

adjustment  of 0-100% of the installation fee.  (Id.)  Both standards exempt jacks 824 

and wiring.  (Id.)  Both adjustments require the consumer to have to know about the 825 

fact that the possibility of such an adjustment exists, and to request the credit.  Staff 826 

is unaware of any attempt by Ameritech to make the existence of this policy 827 

generally know to its customers.  It appears to the Staff that a 50-100% of the 828 

installation rate is better than the $19 being offered by the Company.   829 

Q. Please describe Staff’s proposal that the Company compensate its 830 

customers for missed service and repair appointments. 831 
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A. Customers should be given a $25 credit for any missed repair and 832 

installation appointment, when the company is at fault, and has not given the 833 

customer a minimum of 24 hours notice that the appointment will not be kept.    834 

Q. How does Staff recommend that compensation for other service 835 

quality issues be addressed? 836 

A. It is difficult to devise direct consumer compensation for the remaining 837 

service quality standards for operator answer time, trouble reports, abandon rate, 838 

repair and business office answer times, and repeat trouble reports, because it 839 

would be difficult, if not impossible, to identify the harmed consumer.  Staff 840 

recommends that if the Company misses any one of the six standards, all 841 

customers should received a $2.25 credit on their bill for each month that each 842 

standard is missed.   843 

Q. Does Staff have an estimate of how much the remaining consumer 844 

compensation for service quality will cost, if the Company does not meet its 845 

commitment? 846 

A. Yes.   Staff has estimated the cost to the Company would be approximately 847 

$13 million per month per measurement missed. 848 

IV. Universal Service 849 

Q. Ameritech Witness Gebhardt discusses the changes that have 850 

occurred in universal service levels since the implementation of the original 851 
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price cap plan.  Ameritech Illinois Ex. 1.1 at 66-69.  Do you generally agree 852 

with his analysis and conclusions?  853 

A. Yes, I do. 854 

Q. Does Staff concur with Ameritech Witness Gebhardt that the 855 

company could not conclude whether or not the price cap plan influenced 856 

Illinois’ subscribership levels?  Ameritech Illinois Exhibit 1.1 at 68-69.   857 

A. Yes.  There is no way to conclude if the price cap plan has harmed or 858 

benefited universal service.  The Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) 859 

reported that Illinois’ penetration level has declined from 93.6% in 1995 to 91.8% in 860 

1999, while the national penetration rate has risen from 93.9% in 1995 to 94.2% in 861 

1999.  Illinois penetration level increased to 93% in the March, 2000, per the FCC’s 862 

report.  It is moreover, clear to the Staff that some Illinois ILECs have better 863 

telephone penetration levels than Ameritech, while others have worse levels, 864 

indicating that the alternative regulation plan has not significantly affected telephone 865 

penetration.   866 

Q. Is the industry working with the Commission to study the issue of 867 

penetration levels in Illinois? 868 

A. Yes.  The Illinois Telecommunications Association (“ITA”) has developed an 869 

Ad Hoc Committee on Phonelessness, whose membership consists of the ITA, 870 

Ameritech, GTE, CUB, AT&T and Commission Staff.   The Universal Telephone 871 

Assistance Corporation (“UTAC”) and the industry have entered into a contract with 872 

Worthlin Worldwide to conduct focus groups, central location surveys and door to 873 
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door surveys to try to ascertain the reasons why people do not have a telephone; 874 

how long and why peoples’ telephones are disconnected; people’s awareness of 875 

Lifeline and Link Up, potential messages/programs to spur activation of telephone 876 

service, and other issues.  The focus groups and surveys are presently being 877 

conducted and a report should be produced by the  end of the year.    878 
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 879 

VI. Transitional Regulation Price Cap Formula 880 

Q. Did the Commission, as part of its evaluation of Ameritech’s 881 

alternative regulation plan in Docket Nos. 92-0448/93-0239, consider service 882 

quality? 883 

A. Yes.  In its Order, the Commission recognized as a risk of price cap 884 

regulation, the possibility that the Company might seek to reduce expenditures in 885 

certain areas in such a manner as would adversely impact service quality to 886 

maximize its income.  Alternative Regulation Order at 58.  The Commission also 887 

concluded that the Part 730 rules were intended to be a minimum standard, but that 888 

it was necessary to establish higher standards to safeguard against erosion of 889 

service quality.  (Id.) 890 

Q. Do you concur with Staff Witness Staranczak that service quality 891 

issues are best addressed outside of the price cap formula? 892 

A. Yes.  The current price cap formula is adjusted on an annual basis, causing a 893 

delayed reaction if a rate reduction penalty is imposed on any of the service quality 894 

standards.  The penalties for poor service quality should be immediate and should 895 

target the consumers, when possible, who have experienced the poor service, 896 

rather than all consumers as a whole.  897 

 A. Customer Compensation 898 
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Q. If the Commission agrees with Staff’s recommendation to remove the 899 

service quality indicator from the formula, how does Staff propose to 900 

address service quality? 901 

A. Staff proposes to address service quality through the customer 902 

compensation plans that were previously discussed in my testimony.  Again, in 903 

Staff’s opinion, where possible, the customer who has been directly harmed by the 904 

Company’s inadequate service quality should receive compensation.  In Staff’s 905 

opinion, the Company should voluntarily implement a one time rate reduction to 906 

compensate consumers who have experienced inadequate service quality as 907 

compensation for such poor service quality.     908 

 B. Price Cap Formula 909 

 Q. If the Commission, chooses to keep the service quality indicator in 910 

the price cap formula, does Staff propose any revisions to the formula? 911 

A. Yes.  The current indicator is for OOS>24 and installation is .25%, which 912 

would calculate to approximately a $4 million rate reduction.  If service quality 913 

remains in the transitional regulation formula the amount for OOS>24 and 914 

installations should be increased from .25% to 2%, which would calculate to 915 

approximately $32 million in rate reductions, per indicator, per year for a total of $64 916 

million the first year.  917 

Q. Why does Staff believe that the amount should be raised from .25% to 918 

2% for the OOS>24 and installations? 919 
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A. Staff Witness McClerren has described the Company’s service quality  920 

performance record during the period that the alternative regulation plan has been in 921 

effect.  Ameritech missed the OOS>24 standard 51 months out of 60 months.  922 

Moreover, the Company has reported an OOS>24 rate as low as 37%, in 923 

September, 2000.  This clearly indicates that the Company is not performing 924 

adequately.  The Company missed the installation performance benchmark 5 925 

months out of 60 during the first five years of the plan.  However, if a definition of 926 

installation consistent with Staff’s understanding of “installation” had been applied, 927 

the Company’s performance for installation might have been as poor as its 928 

OOS>24 performance.  The service quality indicator should be sufficiently large to 929 

provide the Company with the incentive to meet the minimum requirements.  930 

Ameritech has consistently not met the required minimum benchmarks for these two 931 

categories, while consumers have not received the quality of service that they are 932 

paying for, and have received minimal compensation for this failure.  The past 933 

performance of the Company is unacceptable and cannot be tolerated going 934 

forward.   935 

Q. What steps have the Commission and Staff taken to address  936 

Ameritech’s service?  937 

A. Ameritech’s service quality has been addressed in numerous docketed 938 

proceedings, and staff meetings and through increased penalties and fines.  Staff 939 

Witness McClerren’s testimony provides a more detailed listing.  Past and potential 940 

future fines levied against the Company, as a result of the SBC/Ameritech Merger, 941 
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in Docket No. 98-0555, apparently have not provided the Company with the 942 

incentive to adequately address service quality deficiencies.  Additionally, fines 943 

have also been levied against Ameritech in other states which have not been 944 

effective in improving the company’s service quality.   945 

Q.  How much has Ameritech saved by not meeting the minimum service 946 

quality standards? 947 

A. In Docket No. 98-0555, the SBC/Ameritech merger docket, Ameritech 948 

Witness Gebhardt stated that it would cost the company $30 million to meet the 949 

OOS>24 standard.  Staff will respond to the Company’s savings in this docket in its 950 

rebuttal testimony, pursuant to the receipt of data requests from Ameritech. 951 

Q. In Staff’s opinion, could the retirement of service technicians 952 

potentially explain the Company’s service quality.   953 

A. The loss of experienced service technicians through retirement would be a 954 

detriment to any company.  However, Ameritech has been using this to explain 955 

declining service quality for at least five years, without taking any positive steps to 956 

correct the situation.  Ameritech Illinois Ex. 1.1 at 43.  Pending the receipt of data 957 

request responses from Ameritech, Staff may supplement its testimony on this 958 

issue. 959 

Q. Has Ameritech curtailed the marketing of additional services and 960 

features during the employee shortage and declining service quality.   961 

A.  Ameritech has been actively promoting the installation of services and 962 

features, such as DSL, additional lines and other vertical features, and it is fair to 963 
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conclude that this has placed new, additional, and more rigorous demands on its 964 

employees.  Staff has requested that Ameritech provide information from 1995 to 965 

present of the Company’s residential and business promotional activities; however, 966 

Ameritech only provided documentation of its 1999 promotional activities.  Staff 967 

Data Request CJ1.15, Attachment 18.   Pending the receipt of additional data 968 

request information from Ameritech, Staff may supplement its testimony on this 969 

issue.   970 

Q. Do you believe that inclement weather has played a significant role in 971 

Ameritech service quality problems?   972 

A. Staff agrees that inclement weather could be a factor in any company not 973 

meeting the service quality standards.  However, since January 1, 1992, Part 730. 974 

300(a) has required that local exchange carriers place a minimum of 80% of all 975 

newly constructed outside cable plant facilities underground.  Staff requests that the 976 

Company provide information in its rebuttal testimony regarding how much of the 977 

company’s cable plant facilities are underground and how the weather has affected 978 

its facilities above and underground.   979 

Q. Does Staff propose any changes to the remaining service quality 980 

indicators for the remaining and new benchmarks? 981 

 A. Staff concludes that the remaining service quality standards and new 982 

proposed standards should be given an equal weighting at .25.  Obviously, the 983 

company has not experienced any difficulty in meeting the previously defined  984 

benchmarks.  Apparently, the $4 million rate reduction for each of these standards 985 
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was enough incentive for the company to meet the standards.  To further clarify, the 986 

Company shall receive a score of zero for each of the benchmarks that it meets.  987 

Staff also recommends that the rate reduction could be returned to zero if the 988 

Company met the benchmark for 12 consecutive months, not an average of 12 989 

months.    990 

Q. Does Staff accept the representation that these service quality 991 

standards and benchmarks are too stringent for the Company to meet? 992 

A. No.  Ameritech has stated that, OOS>24 is a very difficult standard to attain 993 

on a consistent basis and is one of the most stringent service requirements placed 994 

on telecommunication carriers anywhere in the country.  Chairman Mathias Data 995 

Request, September 28, 2000, Tab 7, Attachment 19.  What Ameritech neglects to 996 

point out was the fact that the Company recommended that these standards and 997 

benchmarks be part of the service quality indicators in the alternative regulation 998 

formula in Docket Nos. 92-0448/93-0239.  Staff is not aware of any other company 999 

which has experienced difficulty in meeting or exceeding the standard.  Verizon 1000 

experienced some difficulty meeting the OOS>24 for three or four months in 1998, 1001 

due to weather related problems, but has been meeting the standard going forward.  1002 

The Frontier companies reported in Docket No. 00-0552, a 98%-100% state total in 1003 

meeting the OOS>24 in the first 6 months of 2000.  Additionally, other states, such 1004 

as Ohio and Indiana, have more stringent service standards which require 100% of 1005 

OOS be completed within 24 hours.   1006 

C. Graduated Penalties 1007 
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Q. Does Staff have an alternative proposal, if the Commission elects to 1008 

leave the service quality indicator in the transitional regulation formula? 1009 

A. Yes.  Staff believes that there is one more penalty option that the 1010 

Commission might consider:  namely, graduated penalties.  Rather than scoring 1011 

with a set penalty for each service quality indicator, the single annual benchmark 1012 

penalty would increase, as the service quality declined, based on a three month 1013 

average.  The Company would receive a score of zero for each of the benchmarks 1014 

that it meets.  Implementing a graduated penalty structure would provide the 1015 

Company with an incentive to keep trying to meet the benchmark, rather than 1016 

withdrawing or minimizing resources until next year, if it is not going to meet the 1017 

benchmark.     1018 

Q. What does Staff propose as graduated penalties for the service 1019 

quality standards?   1020 

A. Staff proposes that for the first 5% below the benchmark, the company would 1021 

be compelled to reduce rates by 2%.  As service quality further declines in 1022 

continuing 5% intervals, the rates would decrease by 1.5% for each additional 5% 1023 

declination in service quality.   For example for OOS>24, the following penalty 1024 

structure would apply: 1025 

Percent              Percent  1026 
 Out of        Rate   Approx. 1027 
Service             Reduction          $$ 1028 
 1029 
90 - 95.44        2.0%  $ 32 M 1030 
85 - 90      1.5%      56 M 1031 
85 - 80       1.5                80 M  1032 
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75 - 80        1.5              104 M 1033 
70 - 75        1.5      128 M 1034 
65 - 70        1.5      152 M 1035 
65 - 60        1.5      176 M 1036 
 1037 

Q. Does Staff propose an incentive for the Company to meet the 1038 

minimum standard? 1039 

A. Yes.  If a graduated penalty was imposed, the rate reduction could be 1040 

removed and returned to zero if the Company met the benchmark for 12 1041 

consecutive months, not an average of 12 months.   1042 

Q. Do you believe that there are any other penalty options available for 1043 

the Commission to consider? 1044 

A. Yes.   The Commission could combine the penalty options proposed by 1045 

Staff.  The Commission could impose the Consumer compensation in addition to 1046 

the graduated penalties and/or price cap formula.  Another option would be to pull 1047 

certain standards and benchmarks from the formula and issue immediate service 1048 

quality compensation.       1049 

Q. If Ameritech meets the benchmarks, would any of the penalties as 1050 

proposed by Staff be imposed? 1051 

A. No.  Staff’s goal is for Ameritech to ensure that service quality does not 1052 

deteriorate.  Staff believes that the revised and new service quality standards as 1053 

proposed by Staff and met by Ameritech would ensure good service quality for 1054 

Ameritech consumers.   No penalties would be imposed, if the company met the 1055 

standards. 1056 
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Q. Does Staff have any recommendations regarding Ameritech’s 1057 

alternative regulation plan. 1058 

A. Staff will make its recommendations regarding Ameritech’s alternative 1059 

regulation plan in its rebuttal testimony, once the remaining data requests have 1060 

been received and reviewed.  However, Staff has been hindered in its review of 1061 

Ameritech’s current alternative regulation plans because of the lack of company 1062 

information to make a five year review of the plan and the ability to ascertain if the 1063 

company is complying with relevant Administrative Codes.  In response to various 1064 

Staff data requests for documentation from 1995 to present, the Company has not 1065 

provided the necessary documentation back to 1995, and provides Staff with partial 1066 

information, such as  a one or two year documentation.  The Commission should 1067 

require that the Company maintain records to provide a five year review for Staff 1068 

and intervenors.       1069 

 Q. Does this complete your direct testimony? 1070 

A. Yes, it does.        1071 


